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Abstract
Greenhouse andnursery contributes significantly to Alabama’s
agricultural industry and the nation’s green industry. This
industry represents the number one crop sector in Alabama
agriculture andranks16th in the nation. This paper compared the
2003 and 2008 economic impact of the green industry in Alabama,
which showed tremendous growth over the period. The paper also
evaluated factors that influence grower optimismfor future growth of
their firm . It was found that the product type, percentage sales to
different states and different wholesale marketing outlet had a
significant impact on grower optimism .
Methodology and Data
Methodology: An IMPLAN input-output model was used to estimate the
economic impact of Alabama’sgreen industry.
Firm characteristics were used to identify significant characteristics that
influence firm optimism about the future. Each individual was asked to
indicate whether they “Strongly Agree”, “Agree”, “Indifferent”, “Disagree”,
or “Strongly Disagree” to a statement saying that they are “very optimistic
about the future growth and profitability” oftheir operation. The results were
grouped into those who “agree” and “disagree”, and used as the dependent
variable in a logit model . The logistic model is shown below:
Prob [yi=j]  = expBjXi / S expBjXi
j = 1, …, m -1 I = 1, …, n
Prob [group j]  = the probability of the respondent belonging   
to the jth cluster
Xi = set of  n firm characteristics of the respondent
Bj = vector of parameters to be estimated for the m-1 clusters
Data: The data for this study comes fromthe 2008 survey of green industry
firms in Alabama. A total of 425 responses collected from
nursery/greenhouse, lawn/landscape, and turfgrass/sod operations will be
utilized for estimatingthe empirical model.
Results and Implication 
Results fromthe estimation are presented in table 1. Results show that year
the firm/farm was established was found to be negative and statistically
significant. An increase in the percentage of foliage and bedding
raised/grown (percent of sales) was found to have a negative and statistically
significant effect on growers’ optimism Field grown trees and shrubs (FGST)
and herbaceous plants and vegetable transplants had no impact. Percentage of
sales to Georgia, Mississippi,and other southeast states (NC, SC, AR, LA) all
had significant effect on growers optimism . Particularly, an increase in
percentage of sales to Georgia and Mississippi resulted in a decrease in
grower optimism, but there was a positive impact for sales to other southeast
states. Percentage ofsales to municipalities (Mun), retail mass merchandisers
(RMM), re-wholesalers (ReW), and landscape contractors (LC) had a positive
and significant impact on optimism, while percentage of sales to lawn and
landscape installation and maintenance firms (LLIMF) had a negative impact
on optimism .
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Background
The green industry represents the fastest growing segment of U.S.
agriculture. The 2007 Census ofAgriculture indicated that greenhouse,
nursery and sod production accounted for more than $15 billion in cash
receipts and represented the third largest crop sector (USDA, 2007). In
2008, the Alabama nursery,greenhouse, and sod sector was the largest
crop sector accounted for 42.8 percent oftotal crop cash receipts. In
2007, this sector had $340 million in cash receipts and experienced
more than a 35 percent increase since 2002 (USDA NASS, 2008). A
2006 study by Hall et al. reported that the entire green industry in the
U.S. had $147.8 billion in output impact and was responsible for 1.96
million jobs.
***,**, * Significant at 0.01, 0.05, 0.10
Summary and Conclusion
Overall, about 58percent of producerswere optimistic about
their firms future growth and profitability. The number of
yearsin business, percentage of sales of foliage andbedding
plants, sales to Georgia and Florida, and salesto lawn and
landscape installation and maintenance firms all had a
negative impact on groweroptimism.A higher percentage of
sales to other southern states, municipalities, retail mass
merchants, re-wholesalers, and landscape contractors all
increasedgroweroptimism.
Table 1. Result for Binary LogitEstimation Objectives were to (1 provide a comprehensive comparison ofthe changes in
economic impact and structure of the green industry from2003 to 2008, (2
compare IMPLAN results from2003 and 2008 producer surveys to evaluate
growth trends in the industry, (3 estimate a binary logit model that will



















































Figure 2. Green Industry Firmsin Alabama, 2003 and 2008
Variable Estimate Std. Error P Value
Year -0.017** 0.008 0.0226
Role -0.035 0.112 0.7539
Foliage -0.011* 0.007 0.0873
Bedding -0.021*** 0.007 0.0061
group 0.075 0.270 0.7816
Other -0.751*** 0.300 0.0123
FGST -0.397 0.316 0.2088
GA -0.018* 0.009 0.0567
FL -0.013 0.011 0.2300
MS -0.036* 0.019 0.0569
OSS 0.072*** 0.022 0.0009
SBS -0.012 0.008 0.1082
Pu 0.003 0.006 0.6020
Mun 0.067*** 0.022 0.0019
RNGC 0.008 0.007 0.2149
RMM 0.029*** 0.009 0.0010
ReW 0.015* 0.009 0.0901
LC 0.019** 0.008 0.0189
LLIMF -0.051*** 0.016 0.0011
Ot 0.016** 0.008 0.0399
N 425
Log L -234.51